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universities need money for research 
for things that we can use here in the 
United States to make our life better? 

Why did the USDA give the SB Group 
Consultants $25,000 for education in 
China? 

Why did the USDA give Management 
and Engineering Technologies Inter-
national $40,000 to improve forest 
health in China? We don’t need any 
help with our forests here, do we? 

Why did the USDA give Yangzhou 
University $36,000 to improve biological 
controls in China? 

Why did the USDA give Management 
and Engineering Technologies Inter-
national $8,000 for administrative pur-
poses in China? 

Why did the USDA give Utah State 
University almost $400,000 for biomass 
research in China? I happen to know 
American companies and people who 
are investing in biomass research. Why 
are we giving almost $400,000 to help 
the Chinese in biomass research, which 
will compete with our own companies 
that are trying to develop this very im-
portant and unique energy source? 
Which by the way for the environ-
mentalists who are watching, who 
think that I may be making light of 
climate change, I support biomass and 
other clean-energy programs that 
make sense. This one makes sense. Our 
companies are investing in it, and yet 
we’re borrowing money from China in 
order to give it to them to do biomass 
research to compete with our own peo-
ple and put them out of business. 

Why did the USDA give Tetra Tech 
EM $325,000 for administrative purposes 
for environmental programs in China? 

Why did USAID give the Institute of 
Sustainable Communities—get this— 
another $500,000 to save energy and re-
duce greenhouse gases in China? Don’t 
we have the need in our communities 
to do things in a sustainable way in the 
United States? No. They don’t have 
that money now. It’s in China. We bor-
rowed it from China to give to them. 
Now we’re going to have to pay the bill 
back after we’ve given it to them. 

Why did USAID give the University 
of the Pacific $500,000 for environ-
mental governance in China? Again a 
half a million dollars. 

Why did USAID give the American 
Bar Association $500,000 for environ-
mental governance? 

Why did USAID give the University of Mas-
sachusetts $420,000 for Environmental Gov-
ernance in China? 

Why did USAID give the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development 
$150,000 for Development Assistance in 
China? 

Why did USAID give Management Systems 
International $47,484 for Development Assist-
ance in China? 

Why did USAID give Rockefeller Philan-
thropy Advisors $2.4 million for Sustainable 
Livelihoods in China? 

Why did USAID give The Asia Foundation 
$1,025,000 to improve Disaster Management 
in China? 

Why did USDA give the University of 
Science and Technology of China $150,000 
for Research? 

Why did USDA give Guangzhou Dxcel Ad-
vertising $18,500 for Administrative Purposes 
in China? 

Why did USDA give Management and Engi-
neering Technologies International $40,994 to 
improve forest health in China? 

Why did USDA give Management and Engi-
neering Technologies International $7,973 for 
administrative purposes in China? 

Why did USDA give Southern University 
$300,000 for improved Education in China? 

Why did USDA give Colorado State Univer-
sity $300,000 for improved Education in 
China? 

I will end my remarks tonight by 
suggesting that what we are doing is 
insane. America will never survive 
with such a mindset with these mind- 
boggling giveaway programs where 
we’re giving away money, we’re giving 
this type of support to a country and a 
government that is totalitarian, that 
kills Christians and other religious 
people, who hates the United States 
and is our biggest potential enemy. 
That is not the Chinese people. That’s 
the Chinese Government. 

The Chinese dictatorship has cover 
today, and the reason why these poli-
cies go on is they have cover from some 
of our most powerful corporations. We 
have permitted overly subsidized 
American corporations to set up manu-
facturing facilities in China, and now 
they need to stand in the good graces 
of the Chinese Government. When I 
come up and say things like this, cor-
porations in the United States try to 
provide cover for the Chinese dictator-
ship. We should not be providing aid to 
the Chinese. We should not be encour-
aging our corporations to go there and 
become vulnerable to the Chinese in 
order to make a quick profit. 

I would suggest over the last 10 
years, since most-favored trading sta-
tus has been given to China, we have 
put America in a very vulnerable spot. 
We at the very least should reassess 
our relationship with China, but at the 
very least cut off any aid programs 
that go to this communist regime, this 
totalitarian regime that looks at us as 
their enemy. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. NUGENT) at 2 o’clock and 
28 minutes a.m. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 4310, NATIONAL 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 112–485) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 661) providing for 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4310) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2013 for military activities 
of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
fiscal year 2013, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported that on May 14, 2012, she pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bill. 

H.R. 2668. To designate the station of the 
United States Border located at 2136 South 
Naco Highway in Bisbee, Arizona, as the 
‘Brian A. Terry Border Patrol Station’. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 29 minutes 
a.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until today, Thurs-
day, May 17, 2012, at 10 a.m. for morn-
ing-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

6021. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Importation of Pomegranates From 
Chile Under a Systems Approach [Docket 
No.: APHIS-2010-0024] (RIN: 0579-AD38) re-
ceived April 18, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

6022. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Importation of Fresh Pitaya Fruit 
From Central America Into the Continental 
United States [Docket No.: APHIS-2010-0113] 
(RIN: 0579-AD40) received April 18, 2012, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

6023. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Importation of Clementines From 
Spain; Amendment to Inspection Provisions 
[Docket No.: APHIS-2010-0036] (RIN: 0579- 
AD27) received April 18, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

6024. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the 
approved retirement of Lieutenant General 
John E. Sterling, Jr., United States Army, 
and his advancement to the grade of lieuten-
ant general on the retired list; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 
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